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Aerojet Site Operable Units & Ownership 

Aerojet OU6 Reuse 

Assessment

 

Note: All boundaries are approximate.  

Operable Units 
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Management Areas 



Remedial Investigation (2010) 

Characterized the 

nature and extent of 

chemicals released 

from past operations 
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Risk Assessment (2011) 

Evaluated the potential exposure of receptors to 

soil, sediment, surface water, and soil vapor  

 

Included use of untreated groundwater for 

residential supply and the potential for migration 

of VOC from groundwater into indoor and 

ambient air, under both current and future land-

use scenarios.  
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Feasibility Study (2012) 
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Evaluated potential remedies to 

eliminate or reduce potential for 

human or ecological receptors to 

be exposed to chemicals at an 

unacceptable risk under current 

and future reuse conditions 

 

Develops remedies to protect 

beneficial uses of groundwater 

 



Proposed Plan 

• Will present EPA’s Preferred 

Alternative for formal public 

hearing and comment 

• Prior Aerojet Site Proposed 

Plans 

– Western Groundwater Operable 

Unit 

– Perimeter Groundwater Operable 

Unit 
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Remedial Action Objective #1 

• Prevent exposure to COCs in soils that pose 

an unacceptable risk for present and future 

workers and residents, and ecological 

receptors on the property. 
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Remedial Action Objective #2 

• Prevent migration of COCs to groundwater 

that could impair beneficial uses and to be 

consistent with current and future sitewide 

groundwater remedies.  
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Remedial Action Objective #3 

• Prevent exposure to VOCs in ambient air at 

levels exceeding the EPA health-based 

ambient air screening levels for the current 

and planned future land use.   
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Ownership & Proposed Use 

Aerojet OU6 Reuse 

Assessment 

 

Note: All boundaries are approximate.  
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Human Health  

Chemicals of 

Potential 

Concern 
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Protection of 

Ground Water 

Chemicals of 

Potential 

Concern 



Remedial Technologies 

1. No Action 

2. Institutional Controls (ICs) 

3. Containment 

4. Source Reduction and Removal 
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TABLE 3 

Evaluation of Alternatives 

Criteria 
Alternative 1 

No Action 

Alternative 2 
Institutional 

Controls 

Alternative 3 
Containment/ 

Operational Controls 

Alternative 4 
Source Removal/ 

Reduction 

Overall Protection of 
Human Health and 
the Environment 

 
May be 

protective for 
areas with low 

risk. 

 
Not protective of 
groundwater for 
retained areas 

with identified risk 
to groundwater.

 

 
Risk of exposure would be 

reduced or eliminated. 
 

 
Risk would be reduced. Is 

the most protective. 

Compliance with 
ARARs  

May comply for 
areas with limited 

contamination. 

 
May not comply 

for retained areas 
with identified risk 
to groundwater or 

with PCB 
contamination. 

 
May not comply for 
retained areas with 

identified risk to 
groundwater or with PCB 

contamination. 

 
Would comply. 

Long-Term 
Effectiveness and 
Permanence 

 
None 

 
Relies on 

institutional 
controls alone to 

prevent exposure. 

 
Engineered barriers and 

institutional controls would 
prevent exposure. 

 
Risk would permanently be 
reduced through removal. 

Reduction of 
Toxicity, Mobility, or 
Volume through 
Treatment 

 
Would not satisfy 

the preference 
for treatment. 

 
Would not satisfy 
the preference for 

treatment. 

 
Would not satisfy the 

preference for treatment. 

 
SVE would satisfy the 

preference for treatment. 

Short-Term 
Effectiveness 

NA 
 

No short-term 
risks to workers or 

the community. 

 
Short-term risks to workers 

and/or the community 
could be managed. 

 
Short-term risks to workers 

and/or the community 
could be managed. 

Implementability NA 
   

Cost (Present Worth 
30 Years) 

$0 $100,000 for 
Boundary OU 

Admin Area = $5.16M 
WLLO = $0.18M 
Magazine Area = NA 
Chemical Plant 2 = $0.15M 

Admin Area = $4.50M 
WLLO = $4.76M 
Magazine Area = NA 
Chemical Plant 2 = $0.97M 

State Acceptance CA Department of Toxic Substance Control & CA Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control 
Board concurred with EPA’s preferred alternatives.  

Community 
Acceptance 

Community acceptance of the preferred alternatives will be evaluated after the public comment 
period. 

 = Meets Criterion  = Partially meets criterion  = Does not meet criterion 
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DRAFT 
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4/18/2013 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 18 



Path Forward 

• Inclusion of feedback into Proposed Plan 

• Proposed Plan mailing May 1, 2013 

• Public Hearing  May 15, 2013 

• Public comment May 8 – June 7, 2013 

• EPA prepares Responsiveness Summary 

• Record of Decision August 2013 
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After the Record of Decision 

• Enforcement negotiations between EPA and 

Aerojet 

• Aerojet prepares detailed Remedial Design 

• Cleanup is implemented 

– Soil excavations likely first 

– Potential phased implementation of SVE 

– Capping and Institutional Controls 
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